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Current practices and controversial issues pertaining

to student evaluation of instruction are brielly reviewed and

folloved by a discussion of the application of formative evaluation

~ to this endeavor. Two reasons are generally given for conducting _

. teacher evaluations by students: identification of good teachérs and
~instructional. improvement. Summativé evaluation, appears to provide

the identification but does not appear to improve instruction. The

use of summative evaluation alone ignores the dynamic and process

- characteristics of teaching and makes teaching seem to be a static

product which is unchanging and unidimensional. A formative approach

appears best suited to, provide information on improving instruction

and should meet these three criteria:
lesson, objective, or teaching behavior;

(1) it should be specific to a
(2) it should be conducted

frequently; and (3) it should yield information which may foster the

of instruction during the teaching process. Such

~evaluation must be an integral part of the teaching process. In this
way a closed feedback loop is created wherein information may be

- continually rec;cled. Formative evaluation should be embedded in a
series of colprehensive and systematic procedures designed to
evaluate instructional guality. Using formative evaluation by

- students effectively and in concert with other forms and sources of
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'information should help teachers answer many questions about their
teaching effectiveness and u1t mately result in teaching improvement.
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Abstract

Current practices and controverslal lIssues pertalning to
student evaluatlion of iInstructlon are briefly reviewed and

- followed.by a discussion of the applicatlon of formatlive

. evaluation to this endeavor. - Two reasons are generally glven
for conducting teacher evaluatlions by students:

identification of good teachers and Instructlonal lmprovement.-
Summative evaluatlion appears to provide the ldentiflication but
does not: appear'to improve Instructlon. The use of summatlve .
evaluation alone lignores the dynamic and process
characterlistics of teaching and makes teaching seem to be a
static product which Is unchanglng and unlidimensional. A
formative approach appears best sulted to provide informatlion
on Improvling Instructlon and should meet these three criterla:.
1) It should be specific to a lesson, objectlive, or teaching
behavior; 2) it should be conducted frequently; and, 3) It
should yleld Informatlion which may foster the lmprovement of
Instruction during the teaching process. Such evaluatlon must

"be an Integral part of the teachling process. In thls way a
closed feedback loop ls created wherein information may be
contlnually.recycled. Formatlve evaluatlon should be embedded
In a serles of comprehensive and systematlic procedures

, deslgned to evaluate Instructlonal quality. Using formatlve
evaluation by students effectively and (In concert with other)
forms and sources of Information should help teachers answer '

- many. questions about thelr teachlng effectlveness and
ultimately result In teachling improvement.
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The pse/of studeat evaluatlon of lnstructlon has gererated not only
a great deal of controversy but also a large volume of research,
Aithough much of the resulting data and journallistic comment Is

.contradlictory, there appears to be falirly wlde agreement that
students should evaluate lnstructlon and that thelr judgements are

likely to be of some value. Much of the work -In thls area has
ylelded well-constructed evaluation Instruments that have both
validity and rellablility. Yet, even with well-constructed
instruments, there ls no unlversal agreement as to the best o
procedure for gathering student oplnlons about lnstructlon., This

_paper will briefly review some of the controversial issues connected .
with student evaluation of Instructlon. First, current practices ln'J

student evaluatlon of Instruction will be outllned; then the
applicatlion of formatlve evaluatlon technliques to student evaluation
of Instruction wlll be discussed. Thls paper will not provide a '
comprehensive review of student evaluation of instructlon; rather,
1t will focus on the use of formative evaluatlion procedures for. L
student evaluatlon of Instructlon and explore some of the .
Implications of thls approach. : .

Determlnlng the Purposeswof Evaluatlon

The major reason for- collectlng evaluatlon data of any sort Is to
provide the necessary informatlion for declsion making. Data may be
used for making declslons about whether a product ls good, bad, or
in need of revision. In additlon, the Informatlon that_ls gathered
may be studled to determine Its quallty. Since speciflc declisions
are usually made according to the functlons of a product or process,
the- Informatlon that ls gathered must be orlented to the needs of
the declslon maker., .

Bioom, Hastlngs,.and Madaus (2) state that there are at least
two ways of looking at evaluatlon depending upon the purpose of the
evaluation or the nature of the declislons to be made. They deflne
summative evaluatlon as assessment "at the end of .a course or toplc
or unit; that Is, when no° subsequent changes In treatment for that
learnirg will be made"” (p. 262). Summative evaluatlon provides a
"general assessment of the degree to which the larger outcomes have
been attalned over the entlre course or some substantlal part of Lt"
(p. 61). On the other hand, these authors describe formatjive'
evaluation as a procedure used "durlng. a course, when (presumably)
changes can be made In the transactlons of subsequent Instructlion on
the basis of current attalnment"™ (p. 262). Formatlive evaluatlon

ylelds Information to "determine the degree of mastery of a given

learnlng task and to pinpolnt the part of the task not mastered" (p.

" 61)., Distinctlons between formatlive and summatlve evaluatlion are

also based on the timing of evaluatlon and the level of
generallzat’on., Formatlve evaluation ls undertaken much more
frequently and ls more speclflc to definable tasks or objectlves

.than summative evaluatlorn, whilch lIs orlented toward broader goals.

°
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. Summative evaluatlon, then, measures broad "abllities or
conceptuallizations, whereas formative evaluatlion focuses on specliflc
components of these larger abllitles. In essence, summatlive
evaluation provides Information about the overall product of a
process once that product has been developed; formative evaluation
delivers information about a product or process while the product ils
‘being developed or’ formed. :

Evaluatlng teaching as-a_Proeess

Although Bloom, Hastings, and Madaus and others (35, 36) dlscuss
formative and summative evaluation In %“erms of educational produots
and thelr effect on producing learning, the terms are also _
appiicable to teaching when teaching Is viewed as an educatlional

e ;product intended to produce learning. Though teaching Is In many

'~~~ " senses an Instructional product, it differs from Instructlional
products such as programmed materlals and textbooks In that it Is
not so easlly evaluated and revlsed. This dlfflculty arises because’

teacher approaches the same lesson differently each time even when
the content iIs the same. Therefore, ldentlfying effectlve and
Ineffectlve components of a specliflic teaching performance 1Is often
difficult or impossible. This priblem, combined with the
difficulties presented by the broad range of student responses to a
teaching performance, makes teachlng a very complex process to
evaluate.

. The teaching process conslists of many elements. For example,
Gagne and Briggs (16) describe a set of elght steps In lesson
preparation and presentation. Each step represents a large set of
teaching behaviors necessary for pvoduclng a good lesson, 1In
addition, courses are made up of a,serles of these lessons, and,
just as each of Gagne and Brlggs’“ﬁimﬁt steps contribute to the
development of a lesson, so each lesson contributes to the success
or fallure of a course. The degree to which each lesson contributes
to the success or fallure of studeht learning can only be determined

.as each lesson 1s delivered. This requlres evaluation of the
teachling process for each lesson s decislons can be made by the
instructor about changes In lesgsons and courses.

. »?t
“In addltlon to the course. as a whole, then, -each lesson should
be evaluated as a separate unit. Summative evaluation of

Instruction can yleld informatlion for comparing the general

performance of one.teacher with the performance of others; however,
without corresponding Information about each lesson, the teacher
cannot make declsions about specific changes to Improve lnstructlion.

Summatlive evaluation may provide data Indicatiag that one course was -

more poorly taught than another or that students In one sectlion did

however, when this information becomes avallable, it is usually too
lJate.:to change methods, content, or procedures. Formative
evaluation can provide the necessary Information about specific

- e d— .

teachers’ performances are never exactly the same; that is, a Yoo

‘ not learn as much as students In another section of the same course; -
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actlons a teacher enéaged in at speciflc pblnté; this kind of -
Information helps the teacher make declslons about adjustment of
content, methods, or procedures.. L ' '

One final note: Summatlve evaluatlon used exelusively treats
"good teachlng" as a tralt of the teacher rather than a developable
skill. According to Cohen, Trent, and Rose (9), "Such a procedure
permits the prediction of teacher effectlveness, not In terms of.a
set of absolute characteristics but In terms.-of the tralts regarded
-as significant by judges of'dlfferlng €éducatlonal philosophies,
differing personal preferences and In differing situatlons" (p.
'1042). 'This sltuatlon Is analogous to what has occurred In
education for centurles, 1Intelligence has been treated as a tralt,
"and evaluatlon has been used 'to select "good learners" and screen
out "poor learners." Summatlive evaluatlion alone, may seem to
~indlcate that "good teaching" approximates a normal distributlion in
'a simllar manner. 1Impllied operatlional definltlons suggesting that
good teachling Is whatever the questionnalre measures can linltlate
much misgulded behavior on the part of students, faculty, and
administrators. Many of these problems have been polnted out by
Dansereau (11), Kerllinger (22), and Marshall (26).

Interpreting the Data: Some Cautlons

Recent reviews of student evaluation of Instructlon (10, 40) present
scores of studles, many of whlch have contradictory results; .
however, these reviews show that some general trends have emerged,

- Costln, Greenough, and Menges (10) note that student ratings of
teacher effectiveness "are positively correlated with the teacher’s
“agreeableness,’‘emotlonal stabllity,” and “enthuslasm’" (p. 531).

In addition, Trent and Cohen (40) state that "the consensus of
relatively plentiful research indicates that ‘student
evaluation...provides useful and rellable Information about at least
three aspects of college teachling: '1) the skill of a teacher in
terms of his personal effectlveness; 2) the rapport between the
teacher and his students; and, 3) the organization and management of
a partlcular course" (p. 1047). S

The vast majorlity of studles report a simililar pattern In the
way evaluation of Instructlon data was gathered. That 1s, at the
end of a course, students were glven a qyuestlonnalre contalnling
ltems 'intended to assess teachling quality In relatlon to factors
such as "Student Accomplishment," "Teacher’s Presentatlion," and
"Organlization" (27). Students then completed the questlionnalre by
Tatlng thelr Instructors on these factors using a Likert~type scale.
The results. were then tabulated :dand summarlized to provide an overall
plcture of teacher effectiveness. Almost always, the questlonnalres
were constructed and administered by .someone not assoclated with
elther the teacher or the course. Thls procedure fits well Into the
. definition of summative evaluatlion. : :
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Generally, two freasons are glven for conducting these teacher
evaluatlons: The first Is to ldentify good teachers; the second ls
to Improve the quallty of Instruction (14, 21, 42)  Expresslons of.
cautlion about Interpretation of summative evaluatlon data are -
commonly found In the| literature (18, 22). How well this approach
actually identlfles gpbod teachers Is a controverslal questlion (33),
though there Is some apparent agreement that summatlive student
evaluation of Instruction Is at least one legitimate procedure for
Identifying good teachers (10). One common reason often gliven for
ldentifying good teachers Is to reward those teachers with salary
increments and tenure.| ' Some authors appear to be cynlcal about the
effectiveness of using|student ratings In this way. For example,
Zelby (44) states that|student evaluatlon of faculty "in almost any
form will become widely and rapldly accepted because It w!ll permit
academlc adminlistrators to shirk the responsibllity of exerclising
judgement In the evaluaition of teaching performance, and at the same
time to use (student evaluatlon) as tanglble proof that something is
‘belng done about Improvling teaching" (p. 1270). Apparently, no
evidence 1s avallable tHat good .teachers ldentifled through student
evaluatlion ‘actually are |rewarded by administrators, though
evaluation data from stu ents does appear to be Increasingly
Included In personnel de Islons.

, Kerllnger (22) llsts six deleterlous effects often connected
with the common student evaluatlon procedure. .

* It‘allenates,pfofessors from thelr ‘work.

* lt_greétes Instructor hostlility. |

* It erodes professional motlivation.

* it undermines professional autohomy.

* it érodeg'professlon 1 responslibility fdr'lnstruc;lon.

* It underﬁlnes sfuden respect for Instruction. v ¢

~In addltlon, Kerllinger notes that "Department chalrmen and deans
evaluate Instructors, but rarely to Improve Instructlon. Such
evaluatlon Is geared, rather, to adminlstrative ends..." (p. 354).
Since summatlive evaluatlon Is global and non-specific and thus
‘provides llttle or no data for revising speclflc procedures, it 1s
not surprising that reports about the effect of student evaluatlons
Instructlional Improvement have been contradlctory. As Centra (7)
noted, "...an overall judgement does not give a teacher the kind of
speciflic Information needed for Improvement" (p. 12). .

Thus, a summatlve approach to student evaluation of teachling

may \provide some Informatlon about who ls and who ls not a good

‘teacher, Thlis kind of Informatlion fulfills the identlificatlon
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purpose of student evaluation. However, the second function -—4'
Instructional Improvement — does not appgar to be well served by a
summatlve approach. The use of summative\evaluation alone lignores
the dynamlics of the teachling process and makes teaching appear to be.
an unchanging product that can'simply be characterized as good or ‘
bad. ‘On the other hand, McKeaGhle, Linn, and Mann (28), have

. Indlicated that teachling Involve§ a number ' of complex 'nteractlons
and that "When we ask, ‘Which teachers are most effective?’ we need
to add further, ‘For which objectlves" and ‘For which students?’"
(p.b44d). , X : !

H ot .

Formatlve Approaches to Student Eqaluatlon of Instruction

%

Several studlies have been‘conductex In recent years In which
feedback was given to Instructors; ‘these studles all employed a
"similar methodology (3, 5, 6, 19, 2 30, 31, and 34). An
evaluatlion form simlilar to the form used for ‘summative evaluation
was. glven to students about halfway khrough a course. The results
of this administration were then passed on to the Instructor, and
-the evaluation was adminlstered agalmlat the end of the course,
Differences were then noted between lhstrucfors who rHecelved
feedback and those who did 'not. Reports on the results have been
- contradictory. Miller (29) found posltlve change Injonly one of
three classes; Bultman (5) found feedback did not prgduce any
change; and Oles and Lencoske (30) found change that was the
opposite of what was expected. On the other hand,- Centra (6),
Braunsteln, Klelin, and Pachla (3), Pambooklan (31), and Rous, et al.
(34) noted change among Instructors who recelved feedback,

One reason for the differing reports may be that the feedback
In the studles In which change occurred was qualitatively different,

Centra (7) noted that to be effective, feedback from student ratlngs’}~ 

should be provided In the context of some comparative data, This
polnt was also made by Kerlinger (22) and Yonge and Sassenrath (43).
Another Important factor In teacher change based on student
evaluations appears to be the teacher’s self-percepticn. Both
Pambooklian (31) and Centra (6) noted change among teachers who rated
theriselves better than thelr students rated them. Apparently the
discrepancy between self-perception and the- perceptlon of students,
1f not too great, serves as a motlvatqr of change 1In the desired ‘
direction. Flnally, Centra (7) and qubooklan (31) suggest that
teachers should be provided with Information on how ‘thelir
Instructlion may be Improved. There does appear to be significant
evidence that feedback from student .ratings can promote some change
In subsequent ratings 1f the feedback ls delivered to the instructor-
properly. : : .

Some Criterla for Formag}ve'Evaluatlon
In the studles clted/above, evaluation was nelther conducted

frequently enough nor was it specific enough to qualify as formative
evaluatlion. In relation to. the two major purposes for conductlng




Y

L, A
’

student evaluation, a formative approach appears best sulted to-
provlde Information for Improving Instruction. Centra (7) notes
that "when student ratings of Instructlon are used formatively
that Is, when they are used by instructors as a source of feedback
on thelr teaching — the evidence Indicates that some changes are
made by the Instructor" (p. 16). Grasha (17) states that "the real
test of the effectiveness of a teacher’s behavior Is how the things
he or she dld were seen as useful contributions to the students’
experlence with the course"” (p. 2). Simlilarly, Brightmaan {4) states
that "for Instructlonal evaluation to be performed most ' SR
meaningfully, it must be conducted in terms of speclific education
objectives..." (p. 33).

Formative evaluatlon of Instruction by students, then, should
meet the following criterlia: (1) It should be specific to a lesson,
objective, or teaching behavior; (2) 1t should be conducted
frequently; and, (3) 1t should yleld informatlon that can foster the
Improvement of instruction during.the process of Instructkion. Such
evaluation, by Its nature, must be an Integral part of the process
of teaching. 1In. thls way, a closed feedback loop 1is created wherelin
informatlion may be continually recycled.

A report by Sherman and Winstead (38) provides the.only
descrlptlon of a proecedure for fzkmatlve student evaluatlon of
Instruction. The authors asked students to use ‘a Likert-type srale
to rate (a) the value of the cless for personal gain, and (b) the
quallity of Instructlion ‘at the end of each class. The data was used
for two purposes: Flirst, it allowed poor classes to be ldentliflied,

.and, second, the ratings allowed identification of Individual

students who did not like the Instructional style of . the course or
dld not find the course valuable.

The data was gathered by having each student record the ratings
on an Individual form that was kept In a personal file folder. Each
student recelived his or her folder prlor to each class and returned

-1t following the class. The authors reported .that the rating

process requlred 10 to 30 seconds once the students were accustomed
to the routine. HIgh rellabllity was reported, and the authors
stressed the problem~free nature of the procedure. Thus, the
procedure, though simple, did provide for systematic collectlion of
formative student evaluatlion data.

Sherman and Winstead present several examples of the ways the .
data was used. They state that "Formative evaluatlon carried out on
a session~-by-sesslon basis has the potential advantage 6 of behavioral
speclificity. Thlis speclflclty can facilitate changes in .
Instructlional programs because of the Immediacy and specific nature

~of the feedback recelved from students" (p. 38).

o It =2ppears that the routine use of student formative evaluation
of iastrnuctlion Is not widespread. The ,notlon of formatlive :
evaluat19n'has been discussed for a number of years, as noted by




|
———

Scriven (36), and_durrently there Is much emphasls on lmprovementgof
instruction; ‘thus, It Is somewhat perplexing that this form of
evaluatlion has not been more widely employed, Perhaps one reason ls
that the vast majorlty of such evaluation.efforts (most of which are
unreported In the therature) are quite haphazard. Also, as 'a study
by Marshall (26) ggests, both faculty and .students may view the
evaluatlon-procesz with suspliclion. Another problem may be the
resistance of some and Inabllity of otliers to define "good

teaching " Certainly, numerous commentators have discussed the

difficulty of identifylng effective teaching. Perhaps, as Popham
(32) concluded, "the quality of learning which transplres in a given
instructlonal situatlion Is a function of particular lnstructlonalﬁ

- procedures employed by a particular Instructor for patrtjicular

students with particular goals in mind" (p. 2). Flnally, the
absence of practical procedures to gather and utilize formative
evaluation data has probably Inhibited many Instructors.

f . :
The Need for Research and Tralning
ngeral lppggtgﬁt issues 'should be confronted In future work oﬁ‘vw
formative s’ udent evaluation of Instruction. First, practical

procedures should be developed and field tested In a wide varlety ofv

educational settings, Second, research should be conducted on the
effect of formative student evaluation of instructlion on
instructors, students, and student achlevement. Third, teachers

" should be trained to conduct and use formatlve evaluatlon. Fourth, .

rating procedures should be thoroughly examined. And, finally,
student formatlve evaluatlon should be placed within a framework of

broadly based evaluatlon of Instructlion,

Certalinly formatlve student evaluation of Instructlon will not
be widely employed unless systematld procedures for conductling such
evaluatlon are avallable, At present, only one systematic procedure
has been reported. Other ‘approaches could employ feedback
procedures such as requesting students to smile and be attentive
when certain teachling behaviors are engaged In or absent (23),.
Computer hardware could also be employed to provide a cumulatlve
record of teacher behavior as percelved by students (7). -Hohen (20)
and Fox, Luszkl, and Schmuck (15) present a serles of evaluatlion
forms that could be adapted to gather formatlve student evaluatlion
data. The development of appealing procedures for gathering
Informatlon should Increase the popularity of this form of
evaluation. »

There Is no direct evidence presently avallable on the effect
of formative feedback from students on Instructor behavior.,
Evidence from sufimative studles, however, tends to Indicate that the
form of the data gathered may have an Impact on how or whether it is
used to alter Instructlon. For example, Centra (7) found that
teachers who recelved no comparative information to ald In data _
Interpretation did not change thelr teaching. Also, Sherman (37)

has reviewed 'some prgllﬁlnary evaluation results that suggest that ~ 44“\

1
“~
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it Is Important for the data to be specific. However, there appear
to be no studies that document actual teachers’ behavior changes
.resulting from student feedback data° most studles report only
changes indicated by students’ re-evaluatlons.

It would be. lnterestlng to note the parameters of any changes
that did occur. For ‘example, Marsh, Fllener and Thomas (25) found
that offering Instructors feedback léd to Improved subsequent
ratings; however, the achlevement scor:s of students whose feedback
was offered did not differ from the scores of students whose
feedback was withheld. Thus, Instructors who recelved feedback
apparently modified theli behavior enough to Improve thelr student
ratings, but these changes did not produce Increased achlievement,

One other factor that could interact with formative student.

. evaluation of Instruction Is the teacher’s self-perception. It may

be possible that even teachers with wide dlsérepancles between thelr_
self-perception and thelir students’ perceptlons would change" Lf they
were provided with formatlive data. Attempts ‘at Improvement based on
specific formative evaluatliewn data may be far: less discouraging than
attempts based on data from global measures.

Some teachers may not vlew teachling as a complex process; that
1s, they may claim that "teachling Is teaching." Others may be
content with thelr current practices no matter what the results. In
additlion, the continuing Introduction of new theorlies and concepts
of Instructlion (1, 12, 13) may leave many Instructors somewhat
behind the current cutting-edge of Innovatlion In Instructlion.

Miller (29) and Webster .and Mendro (41) among others have noted that
an Instructor’s deslre co change may be an Important factor In any
change that does occur. Since the purpose of formative evaluatlion
1s to promote and gulde change, those who do not view teachling as a
dynamic process may mot recognize either the need for thange or the
value of formatlve evaluatlion data. To remedy thls situation,
Instructors may have to be famlillarized with newer Instructlional
practlces &:¢ the purposes of newer evaluation procedures. Since
formative evaIuatlon should be desligned to provide the declislon
Information each individual iInstructor requlires, Instructors who are
willing to change should find formative student evaluatlop of
Instruction valuable. The task of orlenting teachers to these
procedures Is a major challenge for those In a position to foster
the effective use of evaluation data. :

The role of the rater and rating procedures may be the area
most In need of gareful study. For example, It Is quite possible
‘that students are such poor judges of the quality of lInstruction
that, statistlcal rellabllity notwlthstanding, student ratings may
be of no ‘actual value. Yonge and Sassenrath (43) and Centra and
Lipn (8) emphasize the Importance of the context In which ratlings
are lnterpreted. Tolor (39) also states that hls findlings suggest
-"that. students are ‘Iindeed quite Inaccurate In.thelr perceptlions of
poor teachers'" (p. 103). McKeachle, Linn, and Mann (28) conclude

16~ - 2



that the major slippage In validity studlies was due to differing
goals of teachers and students, Cohen, Trent, and Rose (9) state
that 1In order to predict how a particular observer or even sets of
observers will judge a given teacher, it is necessary to discover
first what the observer’s expectatlons are with respect to the
teacher role" (p. 1043). Sherman (37) asked students to gilve v
reasons. for the numerical ratings they gave a teacher at the end of
each class and found that many students were unable or unwllling to
do so. - ’

Thus, students i;iay need to be trained to judge and record
judgements of good teachling, particularly Lf the judgements are to
provide data for Improving Instructlon. It Is also unclear whether-
the most helpful ratings utlilize numbers In a Likert<type scale,
some other form of rating scale, or narrative comments made by
students. 1In any event, there Is the posslibllity that the format of
the Instrument wlll significantly affect the outcome.- Moreover, as
- Centra (7) polnted out, It seems clear that students may not be very

discriminating judges since "ratings are typically blased In a
positive directlion” (p. 5). Students trained to judge Instructlion
may provide much more useful formative data then untrained judges.

- Finally, formative student evaluatlon of Instructlon should be
undergaken within a" framework cf comprehensive and systematlic ,
- procedures designed-to evaluate the quallity of Instructlion. That
Is, formatlve student evaluatlion should be one component In a serlies
of evaluation procedures. Supporting this idea, Costin, Greenough,
and- Menges (10) state, "We wish to emphaslize that student ratings of.
undergraduate teachling fall far short of a complete assessment of an
Instructor®s teachling contrlhutlon." 1In additlon, Grasha (17) notes
that evaluation must be broadly based. Since teaching 1ls a complex
process, the evaluatlion of teaching must reflect this complexity,
Attentlon must be given to planning, content, objectives, assessment
procedures, and so forth, and conslideratl.  should be glven to both
formative and summative evaluation. Sanders and Cunningham (35) and
" Lawson (24) have presented comprehensive schemata for implementing
formative evaluation. According to these models, teachers should
employ students’ formative evaluatlons as well as formatlive
evaluatlons by others for all components of instruction. A total
evaluation effort should also Include summative evaluatlion. Sanders
and Cunningham (35) state, "It seems clear that formatlve evaluatlon
1s.not an undiscliplinary undertaking and that Inquiry methods »
. currently used In a wide range of disciplines need to be applied,
‘when relevant, In answerling formative evaluatlon questlons" (p.
233).. Thus, the more data gathering methods applied and sources
sought, the more declslion Informatlon Is made available to
instructors .for Improving the quality of the Instructlonal process,
Using formatlive evaluatlon by students effectively and In concert
'with other forms and sources of Informatlon should help teachers
answer many questions about the effectliveness of thelr teaching and
ultimately result In an improvement In all phases of thelr teaching.

g
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